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Comment No. 1 
 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 present a description of the existing visual resources 
and analyze the potential impacts to these resources. Section 5.2.4 of the 
EIS acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to the 
National Wilderness Preservation System. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
A smaller transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line (e.g.,  
115-kV line) would not meet the international interconnection aspect of 
TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer 
also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further 
Analysis). 
 
Likewise, distributed generation serves a different purpose than the stated 
purpose and need of TEP’s proposal, and thus, is not evaluated as an 
alternative in this EIS. Furthermore, as noted in Section 2.1.5, alternative 
generation services (including distributed energy resources) do not 
eliminate the need for the proposed project. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
The Federal agencies do not have any information suggesting that any 
power plant construction in Mexico is reliant upon or otherwise connected 
to TEP’s proposed project. Therefore, the potential for construction of 
power plants in Mexico is not a connected action and is not analyzed in 
Chapter 4, Environmental Effects, of the EIS.  
 
Chapter 5, Cumulative Effects, of the Final EIS has been augmented to 
discuss the growth of electricity demand in Mexico and the United States 
and the potential for new power plants, and to describe qualitatively the 
potential impacts in the United States (including air quality impacts) from 
power plant construction in southern Arizona and Sonora, Mexico. Chapter 
5 has also been revised to describe the regulation of power plants in Mexico 
(including coordination between the United States and Mexico), potential 
fuel sources, and associated emissions.  
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Comment No. 4 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to the proposed 
project. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 present a description of the existing visual resources 
and analyze the potential impacts to these resources.  Section 5.2.4 
acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to the National 
Wilderness Preservation System. 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 present a description of land use and recreation, and 
analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, 
including impacts to wilderness areas and recreational opportunities. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
A smaller transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line (e.g.,  
115-kV line) would not meet the international interconnection aspect of 
TEP’s proposal and, therefore, is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer 
also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further 
Analysis). 
 
Comment Nos. 3-4 
 
Refer to the responses to Comments 3 and 4 in the previous submittal from 
Roger Barthelson. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Sections 3.1.2 and 4.1.2 discuss existing recreational settings and activities, 
and analyze potential impacts to recreation from the proposed project. 
Section 4.1.2 specifically evaluates impacts to ROS indicators such as 
remoteness and naturalness, both of which would have changes that are 
“inconsistent” with the existing ROS classes for much of the length of the 
Western and Crossover Corridors within the Coronado National Forest. 
Analysis of the proposed Forest Plan Amendments is contained in 
Appendix H.   
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 present a description of the existing biological 
resources and analyze potential impacts to these resources from the 
proposed project. 
 
Comment No. 2  
 
The Tumacacori EMA of the Coronado National Forest in and of itself does 
not exceed road density limits set forth in the Forest Plan.  Road density 
limits set forth in the Forest Plan are for the Coronado National Forest as a 
whole, not for individual land units or EMAs within the Coronado National 
Forest.   
 
Regarding the effectiveness of road closures, any authorization issued to 
implement the proposed project on the Coronado National Forest would 
contain terms and conditions to ensure road barrier effectiveness and 
maintenance, as appropriate. Based on these terms and conditions for 
ensuring the effectiveness of road closures, the proposed project is 
consistent with Forest Plan standards and guidelines for road density. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opinion that USFS should deny 
the authorization for the Western and Crossover Corridors because of their 
incompatibility with the current uses of the area. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
ACC Decision No. 62011 (ACC 1999) mandates the construction of a 
second transmission line to serve customers in Santa Cruz County, and does 
not reference the export of electricity to Mexico. However, TEP’s stated 
purpose and need for the proposed project has a dual purpose to benefit both 
southern Arizona and Mexico. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
The affected environment of the Western and Crossover Corridors is 
described in Chapter 3, and the potential environmental impacts (including 
socioeconomic impacts) from these alternatives are fully evaluated in 
Chapter 4. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
Section 5.2.4 acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to 
the National Wilderness Preservation System.   
 
Section 4.3.2, Vegetation and Wildlife, states that the long-term reductions 
in biological activity (e.g., lack of vegetation in an area due to construction 
traffic) tend to be more pronounced in arid areas such as the proposed 
project area where biological communities recover very slowly from 
disturbances.   
 
Comment No. 4 
 
TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in 
TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “…to construct a double-circuit 
345 kV, alternating current  transmission line to interconnect the existing 
electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in Nogales, 
Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, Arizona 
to the CFE transmission system….”  In an applicant-initiated process, such 
as TEP’s proposed project, the range of reasonable alternatives analyzed in 
detail in the EIS is directly related to the applicant’s purpose and need. 
 
 
 
 

2.3-30 



TEP Sahuarita-Nogales Transmission Line Final EIS CRD 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comment No. 5 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS. Likewise, a smaller 
transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not meet the 
international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not 
evaluated in detail in this EIS.  (Refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives 
Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis.) 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The commentor’s opinion that the Draft EIS should be withdrawn is noted. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in 
TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “…to construct a double-circuit 
345 kV, alternating current  transmission line to interconnect the existing 
electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in Nogales, 
Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, Arizona 
to the CFE transmission system….”  When a Federal agency is evaluating a 
request for a permit for a proposed action developed by a non-Federal 
applicant (e.g., TEP), CEQ has opined that Federal agencies should select 
alternatives which are feasible given the applicant’s stated goals and reflect 
the “common sense realities” of the situation. Therefore, the Federal 
agencies are evaluating the proposed project presented by TEP to each of 
the Federal agencies (see Section 1.2.2, Federal Agencies’ Purpose and 
Need Statements). 
 
Regarding the trade of electricity across the U.S-Mexico border, the passage 
of NAFTA established the benefits of strengthening and enhancing the 
electricity trade with Canada and Mexico.  
 
Comment No. 3 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 describe existing land use resources and analyze 
potential impacts to these resources, including potential impacts to the 
Tumacacori Mountains and the Tumacacori EMA of the Coronado National 
Forest. 
 
Sections 3.1, Land Use, and 3.12, Transportation, discuss the IRAs within 
the Coronado National Forest. Sections 4.1, Land Use, and 4.12, 
Transportation, evaluate potential impacts to IRAs. 
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Comment No. 3 (continued) 
 
Section 5.2.4 acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 discuss the existing biological resources and analyze 
the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, including 
potential impacts to wildlife. 
 
Comment No. 4 
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a 
permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide 
whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal 
agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of the 
applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to 
alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is 
appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s  
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
 
Comment No. 5 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS. Likewise, a smaller 
transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not meet the 
international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not 
evaluated in detail in this EIS.  (Refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives 
Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis.) 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 present a description of the existing biological 
resources and analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the 
proposed project, including impacts to special status species and wildlife 
habitat and impacts related to invasive species. Sections 3.2 and 4.2 present 
a description of the existing visual resources and analyze the potential 
impacts to these resources from the proposed project. Regarding the citizen-
initiated proposal for an addition to the National Wilderness Preservation 
System, refer to the response to Arizona Wilderness Coalition, Comment 1. 
 
Sections 3.1, Land Use, and 3.12, Transportation, discuss the IRAs within 
the Coronado National Forest. Sections 4.1, Land Use, and 4.12, 
Transportation, evaluate potential impacts to IRAs. Section 3.1.2 states that 
there is off-highway (off-road) vehicle use in the project area, and Section 
4.1.2 analyzes the impacts of off-highway vehicle use as one of many 
recreational uses of the project area, including the Coronado National 
Forest. 
 
The Federal agencies have revised Sections 3.1.1 and 4.1.1, Land Use; 
Section 4.12, Transportation; and Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts of the 
Final EIS based on the U.S. Border Patrol’s response (USBP 2004) to the 
Federal agencies’ request regarding illegal immigration and law 
enforcement activities in the proposed project vicinity. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in 
TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “…to construct a double-circuit 
345 kV, alternating current  transmission line to interconnect the existing 
electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in Nogales, 
Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, Arizona 
to the CFE transmission system….”  In an applicant-initiated process, such 
as TEP’s proposed project, the range of reasonable alternatives analyzed in 
detail in the EIS is directly related to the applicant’s purpose and need. 
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Comment No. 2 (continued) 
 
A smaller transmission line (e.g., 115-kV line) in lieu of the proposed  
345-kV line would not meet the international interconnection aspect of 
TEP’s proposal and, therefore, is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer 
also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further 
Analysis). 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project.  Where an applicant seeks 
a permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide 
whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal 
agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of the 
applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to 
alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is 
appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 
2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
Refer to the response to Comment 2 above regarding a smaller transmission 
line. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 present a description of the existing biological 
resources and analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the 
proposed project, including impacts to special status species and wildlife 
habitat and impacts related to invasive species. Sections 3.2 and 4.2 present 
a description of the existing visual resources and analyze the potential 
impacts to these resources from the proposed project. Section 5.2.4 
acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to the National 
Wilderness Preservation System. 
 
Sections 3.1, Land Use, and 3.12, Transportation, discuss the IRAs within 
the Coronado National Forest. Sections 4.1, Land Use, and 4.12, 
Transportation, evaluate potential impacts to IRAs. Section 3.1.2 states that 
there is off-highway (off-road) vehicle use in the project area, and Section 
4.1.2 analyzes the impacts of off-highway vehicle use as one of many 
recreational uses of the project area, including the Coronado National 
Forest. 
 
The Federal agencies have revised Sections 3.1.1 and 4.1.1, Land Use; 
Section 4.12, Transportation; and Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts of the 
Final EIS based on the U.S. Border Patrol’s response (USBP 2004) to the 
Federal agencies’ request regarding illegal immigration and law 
enforcement activities in the proposed project vicinity (refer to the response 
to Sky Island Alliance, Comment 14). 
 
Analysis of the proposed Forest Plan Amendments is contained in 
Appendix H.   
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Comment No. 2 
 
Sections 3.1.2 and 4.1.2 discuss existing recreational settings and activities, 
and analyze potential impacts to recreation from the proposed project. 
Section 4.1.2 specifically evaluates impacts to ROS indicators such as 
remoteness and naturalness, both of which would have changes that are 
“inconsistent” with the existing ROS classes for much of the length of the 
Western and Crossover Corridors within the Coronado National Forest. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to the proposed 
project. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Sections 3.1.2 and 4.1.2 present a description of the existing recreational 
opportunities and analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the 
proposed project.   
 
The Federal agencies do not have any information suggesting that any 
power plant construction in Mexico is reliant upon or otherwise connected 
to TEP’s proposed project. Therefore, the potential for construction of 
power plants in Mexico is not a connected action and is not analyzed in 
Chapter 4, Environmental Effects, of the EIS.  
 
Chapter 5, Cumulative Effects, of the Final EIS has been augmented to 
discuss the growth of electricity demand in Mexico and the United States 
and the potential for new power plants, and to describe qualitatively the 
potential impacts in the United States (including air quality impacts) from 
power plant construction in southern Arizona and Sonora, Mexico. Chapter 
5 has also been revised to describe the regulation of power plants in Mexico 
(including coordination between the United States and Mexico), potential 
fuel sources, and associated emissions.  
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 discuss the existing biological resources and analyze 
the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, including 
impacts to vegetation.   
 
Comment No. 3 
 
TEP has not finalized the placement of the 125-ft (38-m) ROW within the 
0.25-mi (0.40-km)-wide study corridors. If an action alternative is selected 
for implementation by each of the Federal agencies through the issuance of 
a ROD, then precise siting of the ROW and the support structures within the 
ROW would involve input from cultural, biological, and visual specialists, 
to identify and minimize impacts to each area of land to be disturbed.  For 
this reason, the Final EIS cannot include maps showing a precise location 
for the ROW or the individual support structures.   
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